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DETAILED ACTION 
Notice to Applicant 

1 . This communication is in response to the application filed 26 November 2003 and the 
Preliminary Amendment filed 26 March 2004. Claims 1-30 are pending. 

Claim Objections 

2. Applicant is advised that should claim 22 be found allowable, claim 23 will be objected 
to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a substantial duplicate thereof. When two claims in an 
application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both cover the same thing, 
despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object to the other 
as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections mder this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed pubUcation in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

4. Claims 1-4, 8, 24-25, 27-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by 
Danenberg (GB 2364788 A). 

(A) As per claim 1 , Danenberg teaches a consultation management 
telecommunication system for providing podiatry-related consultation to a patient, comprising: 
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a computer program registration module including computer readable instructions for 
allowing user registration with the system (Danenberg; page 2, lines 22-25, paragraph bridging 
pages 5-6); 

a computer program consultation creation module including computer readable 
instructions for accepting "customer" (reads on "patient") activity information for assisting in 
consultation of the "customer" (reads on "patient") (Danenberg; page 5, line 21 to page 6, line 
15, page 7, lines 14-19); 

a computer program consultation interview module including computer readable 
instructions for accepting technical podiatry-related information for assisting in the consultation 
of the "customer" (reads on "patient") (Danenberg; page 6, line 25 to page 7, line 19); 

a computer program recommendation module including computer readable instructions 
for generating a technical shoe recommendation based on the consultation of the "customer" 
(reads on "patient") (Danenberg; page 8, lines 19-28); 

and at least one workstation including a microprocessor for executing said computer 
program modules (Danenberg; page 2, lines 26-28, page 3, lines 10-27). 

(B) As per claims 2-4, 8, 24-25, 27-29, Danenberg teaches a system as analyzed and 
discussed in claim 1 above 

fiirther comprising a computer program authorization module including computer 
readable instructions for allowing the user to authorize the registration (Danenberg; paragraph 
bridging pages 3-4, paragraph bridging pages 5-6); 
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a computer program technical report module including computer readable instructions for 
allowing the user to generate a "computer print out" (reads on "technical report" based on said 
technical recommendation (Danenberg; paragraph bridging pages 5-6); 

further comprising a computer program editor module including computer readable 
instructions for allowing said user to "purchase a shoe a second or further time" (reads on update, 
alter, add, and delete information pertaining to the system") (Danenberg; page 11, lines 21-29); 

wherein said consultation creation program module includes computer readable 
instructions for allowing patient registration with the system (Danenberg; page 2, lines 22-25, 
paragraph bridging pages 5-6); 

wherein said technical report includes information from said technical podiatry-related 
information and said technical recommendation (Danenberg; paragraph bridging pages 5-6); 

wherein said technical report module ftirther includes computer readable instructions for 
allowing said user to update said report (Danenberg; paragraph bridging pages 5-6); 

wherein said registration module includes a plurality of fields including "the individuals 
particulars" (reads on "a user type field, a plurality of demographics fields") (Danenberg; page 
2, lines 22-25), a usemame field (Danenberg; paragraph bridging pages 3-4, paragraph bridging 
pages 5-6), and a "specific ID number" (reads on a "password field") (Danenberg; paragraph 
bridging pages 5-6); 

wherein said computer program registration module fiirther includes computer readable 
instructions for allowing said user to confirm registration (Danenberg; page 2, lines 22-25, 
paragraph bridging pages 3-4, paragraph bridging pages 5-6); and 
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further comprising a computer program menu module including computer readable 
instructions for providing options to a user via a menu-based format (Danenberg; page 8, lines 5- 
10). 

(C) Method claim 30 repeats the subject matter of system claim 1 as a series of steps 
rather than a set of elements. As the elements features of claim 1, have been shown to be 
disclosed by the teachings of Danenberg in the rejection of claim 1 above, it is readily apparent 
that the system disclosed by the applied prior art includes the steps to perform the recited 
underlying functions. As such, these limitations recited in claim 30 are rejected for the same 
reasons given above for system claim 1, and incorporated herein. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Danenberg (GB 
2364788 A), as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Evensen et al. (US 200301 13694 
A). 

(A) As per claim 5, Danenberg teaches a system as analyzed and discussed in claim 1 

above. 
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Danenberg fails to explicitly disclose a system fiirther comprising a computer program 
statistics module including computer readable instructions for generating statistics regarding 
patient injuries. 

However, the above features are well-known in the art, as evidenced by Evensen. 

In particular, Evensen teaches a system further comprising a computer program statistics 
module including computer readable instructions for generating statistics regarding patient 
injuries (Evensen; Figure 11, paragraphs [0019], [0069], [0075], [0077]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the system of Danenberg to include these limitations, as taught by Evensen, 
with the motivations of using "statistical data [that] may include, but is not limited to, the effect 
of certain brands and models of various equipment for enhancing performance for certain types 
of members in certain types of circumstances" and "... generat[ing] a recommendation of what 
... [...] ... model of equipment, including accessories, apparel [shoes] and balls, would most 
enhance the repetitive motion performance of the particular member ..." (Evensen; paragraph 
[0069]). 

7. Claims 6-7, 9-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Danenberg (GB 2364788 A), as applied to claims 1 and 2 above, and further in view of Udiljak 
etal.,(US 20040133431 Al). 

(A) As per claim 6, Danenberg teaches a system as analyzed and discussed in claims 1 

and 2 above. 
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Danenberg fails to explicitly disclose a system wherein said computer program 
authorization module includes computer readable instructions for allowing said user to add or 
delete said registration. 

However, the above features are well-known in the art, as evidenced by Udiljak. 

In particular, Udiljak teaches a system wherein said computer program authorization 
module includes computer readable instructions for allowing said user to add or "exit" (reads on 
"delete") said registration (Udiljak; paragraph [0059]); and 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the system of Danenberg to include these limitations, as taught by Udiljak, 
with the motivations of "provid[ing] an efficient means of transmitting customer data (including 
personal information as well as foot models) from the customer location to a centralized 
manufacturing, ordering, and distribution center" (Udiljak; paragraph [0012]). 

(B) As per claims 7, 9-12, Danenberg and Udiljak teach a system as analyzed and 
discussed above. 

wherein said computer program authorization module fiirther includes computer readable 
instructions for allowing a user to "verify" (reads on "confirm") said addition or deletion 
(Danenberg; paragraph bridging pages 3-4, page 8, paragraph 2); 

wherein said consultation creation program module includes computer readable 

instructions for allowing said user to respond to a series of queries pertaining to exercise activity 
information (Udiljak; paragraph [0019]) to create an on-line worksheet (Udiljak; paragraphs 
[0014], [0017], [0043]), said computer readable instructions also allowing the user to update 
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said on-line worksheet (Udiljak; paragraph [0050]); Examiner interprets Udiljak's teachings of 
an online "database" to be a form of an "on-line worksheet;" 

further comprising a computer program worksheet "verification" (reads on 
"confirmation") module including computer readable instructions for allowing a user to confirm 
said worksheet (Udiljak; paragraph [0044]); 

further comprising a computer program worksheet deletion module including computer 
readable instructions for allowing a user to "exit the program" (reads on "delete said worksheet") 
(Udiljak; paragraph [0059]); and 

wherein said series of queries relate to at least one of orthotics, running gait, and physical 
measurements (Udiljak; paragraphs [0019], [0096]). 

The motivations for combining the respective teachings of Danenberg and Udiljak are as 
given in the rejection of claim 6 above, and incorporated herein. 

(C) As per claims 13-16, Danenberg and Udiljak teach a system as analyzed and 
discussed above 

wherein said consultation interview module fiirther includes computer readable 
instructions for allowing said user to select "one of at least five different options" (reads on "a 
type of consultation") (Udiljak; Figure 7, paragraph [0060]); 

wherein said consultation interview module fiirther includes computer readable 

instructions for allowing said user to select a particular worksheet "relating to prior orders" 
(reads on "to be used in consultation of the patient") (Udiljak; Figure 7, paragraphs [0060]- 
[0064]); 
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wherein said consultation interview module includes computer readable instructions for 
allowing said user to respond to a series of queries pertaining to said technical podiatry-related 
information (Udiljak; paragraph [0019]); and 

wherein said technical podiatry-related information relates to at least one of injuries, 
physical training activity, physical ability, footwear, posture, and gait (Udiljak; paragraph 
[0019]). 

The motivations for combining the respective teachings of Danenberg and Udiljak are as 
given in the rejection of claim 6 above, and incorporated herein. 

(D) As per claims 17-20, Danenberg and Udiljak teach a system as analyzed and 

discussed above 

further comprising an image uploading program module including computer readable 
instructions for allowing said user to upload a video image from a referral site and fransfer said 
image to a consultant site (Udiljak; Figure 7, paragraph [0059]); 

further comprising an image preview program module including computer readable 
instructions for allowing said user to preview said image before transferring said image to said 
consultant site (Udiljak; paragraph [0059]); 

further comprising a technical podiatry-related information update module for allowing a 
user to update said technical podiatry-related information (Udiljak; paragraph [0050]); and 

wherein said technical recommendation includes answers to a series of questions 
provided to said user, said questions related to information for determining an appropriate shoe 
for a patient (Udiljak; paragraphs [0055], [0062]). 
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The motivations for combining the respective teachings of Danenberg and Udiljak are as 
given in the rejection of claim 6 above, and incorporated herein. 

(E) As per claims 21-23, Danenberg and Udiljak teach a system as analyzed and 
discussed above further comprising 

a computer program shoe recommendation update module for allowing said user to 
update said answers (Udiljak; Figure 7, paragraphs [0062]-[0064]); and 

a computer program shoe recommendation delete module for allowing said user to delete 
said recommendation (Udiljak; paragraphs [0059]-[0064]). 

8. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Danenberg (GB 
2364788 A), as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Ananian, (US 20030028451 Al). 

(A) As per claim 26, Danenberg teaches a system as analyzed and discussed in claims 
1 and 3 above. 

Danenberg fails to explicitly disclose a system 

wherein said technical report module fiirther includes computer readable instructions for 
allowing said user to delete said report. 

However, the above features are well-known in the art, as evidenced by Ananian. 
In particular, Ananian teaches a system 

wherein said technical report module fiirther includes computer readable instructions for 
allowing said user to delete said report (Ananian; paragraphs [0084], [0325], [0382]) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the system of Danenberg to include these limitations, as taught by Ananian, 
with the motivations of providing "a universal, global, standardized, interactive cataloging 
system of providing a customer with personalized product information from any participating 
Vendor, all in one place, while completely protecting the anonymity of the customer as they 
utilize this resource" (Ananian; paragraph [0019]). 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to Applicant's 
disclosure. The cited but not applied references, Thies et al. (5,206,804 A), White (5,237,520 A), 
Yoda (5,515,268 A), Anderson et al. (5,720,200 A), Cook (6,879,945 Bl), and Lin-Hendel 
(7,328,177), teach the environment of electronic medical consultation. 

1 0 . Any response to this action should be mailed to : 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Wasliington D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: (571)273-8300. 

For informal or draft communications, please label "PROPOSED" or "DRAFT" on the 
front page of the communication and do NOT sign the communication. 

After Final communications should be labeled "Box AF." 
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1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Natalie A. Pass whose telephone number is (571) 272-6774. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday from 9:00 AM to 6:30 PM. The 
examiner can also be reached on alternate Fridays. 

12. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gerald J. O'Connor can be reached on (571) 272-6787. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

13. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or (571) 272-1000. 

/N. A. P./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3626 
September 30, 2008 



/Gerald J. O'Connor/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Group Art Unit 3626 



